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Abstract 
Public support can be crucial to the success of CO2 mitigation policy, as recently demonstrated by the 
public’s reaction to a planned CCS project in the Netherlands. It is therefore imperative to gain better 
understanding of the public view on CCS and adjust communication efforts accordingly. The present study 
aims to (1) enhance insight into currently held beliefs and misconceptions among the general public about 
CCS and CO2; (2) study the interaction between balanced expert information and lay people beliefs; (3) 
investigate the impact of media use and exposure to news about CCS. To meet aim (1), we interviewed 15 
respondents to identify commonly held beliefs. Next, we investigated the prevalence of these beliefs by 
questionnaire among 401 respondents. To meet aim (2), we administered an information-choice 
questionnaire (ICQ) about CCS among 134 respondents and interviewed the respondents afterwards to 
allow for elicitation of remaining, unaddressed beliefs as well as responses to the expert information. To 
meet aim (3), all respondents to this research received questions about their media use and exposure to 
recent media events about CCS. Results indicate that (1) Several misperceptions can be identified about 
CCS, but also about CO2 and electricity production, that strongly relate to people’s overall attitude towards 
CCS; (2) After reading expert information, remaining concerns are mainly about the safety of CO2 storage; 
and (3) of all media involved in the research, time spent on reading national newspapers has the strongest 
and most consistent relation with awareness of and attitude towards CCS. We conclude that (1) the 
presence of particular knowledge about CCS and topics related to CCS cannot be assumed in an audience 
of laypeople, and (2) that the type of beliefs held by people as well as how these beliefs affect their overall 
opinion of a technology are difficult to foresee and may be difficult to understand by experts. These 
conclusions are crucial to keep in mind when drafting a CCS communication strategy.
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1. Introduction 
Public support can be crucial to the success of implementing CO2 mitigation options, such as CO2
capture and storage (CCS). Current developments near a prospective storage site in the Netherlands have 
shown that apart from technical and economic aspects of deploying this new technology, the public view 
should be taken into account as well [1]. In order to understand the public’s concerns and predict their 
future opinion it is necessary to know how people arrive at their evaluations about CCS. What constitutes 
relevant information to shape people’s opinion is not straightforward or easily foreseen by CCS experts. 
Indeed, earlier studies exploring lay perceptions of CCS [2, 3] have shown that laypeople hold various 
beliefs about CCS and related topics such as CO2 that are not always correct. For instance, some associate 
CCS with nuclear waste while others believe CO2 may cause lung cancer. 
CCS is a novel technology that most people have very limited awareness of and knowledge about, as 
has been demonstrated in both international research and in the Netherlands [4,5]. When people have 
limited knowledge about a topic, their opinions are easily influenced by any new piece of information [6]. 
Measures of people’s uninformed opinion therefore do not represent stable and well thought over opinions. 
This renders these outcomes relatively useless both for understanding or predicting the public’s opinion of 
CCS technology, as well as for the use of such outcomes for developing effective communication 
activities. A common approach taken by researchers to gain stable and deliberated opinions on CCS is to 
present respondents with information on CCS before asking for their opinion.  
One method within this approach is the Information-Choice Questionnaire (ICQ), which has been used 
previously to understand the nature of deliberated and informed opinions about CCS by De Best-
Waldhober et al [5]. Results of this research showed that after receiving balanced and objective expert 
information, respondents were on average slightly negative about CCS, but only few of them rejected 
possible implementation.  More importantly, these results revealed that respondent’s opinions about CCS 
were based largely, though not entirely, on the expert information about CCS presented in the ICQ. 
Respondents’ evaluations of the consequences of CCS about which they had been informed only partly 
explained their overall evaluation of CCS. It was concluded that factors unforeseen by experts play an 
additional role in shaping public opinion. This raises the question which other information, perceived 
consequences, arguments, thoughts, or feelings, besides the information provided by experts in the ICQ, 
account for people’s evaluation of CCS. Once these remaining factors are understood, predictions of future 
public opinion will improve and will thereby provide a more solid basis for communication efforts that are 
tailored to the needs of the public. Central to this paper are therefore the following research questions: 
RQ1. In addition to what has been judged relevant by experts (i.e. the ICQ information), what other 
knowledge, perceptions, arguments, thoughts, or feelings (in this paper referred to as ‘beliefs’†) do lay 
people take into account when evaluating CCS? 
RQ2. How do these beliefs interact with the information provided by experts? 
RQ3. How aware are people of media events related to CCS and how does media use relate to attitude 
about CCS? 
2. Method 
Two instruments were developed to answer the research questions. To identify additional beliefs in 
response to the first research question, we developed a questionnaire about CCS and several related topics 
that did not contain information about CCS. To identify remaining beliefs resulting from processing expert 

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information, we repeated the Information-Choice Questionnaire (ICQ) that had been administered in 2007 
by De Best-Waldhober et al [5] with updated expert information and extended with a face-to-face 
interview. Below we describe these two instruments in detail. 
2.1. The knowledge and beliefs test 
The type of beliefs about CCS held by lay people, as well as the prevalence of these beliefs in the 
population, were measured by a questionnaire especially developed for this purpose. The questionnaire not 
only included questions about CCS, but also about related topics thought relevant to understanding CCS: 
CO2, electricity production, and climate change. To identify commonly held beliefs about these topics, we 
first conducted in-depth interviews with 15 people who had no professional involvement with CCS, climate 
or energy. We interviewed an approximately equal number of men and women with different educational 
levels, backgrounds, and professions. The mean age of this group was 49 and ranged from 19-59. An open 
interview protocol was used to ensure free elicitation of beliefs about all aforementioned topics. Previous 
studies have shown that 15 interviews is sufficient to elicit all commonly held beliefs [7]. The beliefs 
mentioned by these respondents were included in the knowledge and beliefs questionnaire, which includes 
the following measures: characteristics, effects, and sources of CO2; attitude towards CO2; knowledge 
about CO2 capture and storage technology; methods for electricity production used in the Netherlands; 
climate change; evaluative statements about CCS; news and events related to CCS; media use. Different 
kinds of item structures were used. Knowledge was mostly tested with either multiple choice questions, or 
statements for which people could indicate their strength of conviction that the statement was true or not. 
Beliefs were mostly measured with statements and Likert scales, where respondents could indicate their 
agreement with the statement, or express how likely they believed something would be a consequence of 
CCS. The questionnaire was administered in June 2010 to a random sample of the general Dutch 
population consisting of 401 respondents. Respondents completed the questionnaire at home by computer.
2.2. Method of the extended Information-Choice Questionnaire  
To explore the effect of expert information on laypeople’s beliefs we used the method of the 
Information-Choice Questionnaire (ICQ). The ICQ has two goals. First, to provide respondents with the 
necessary information to reach an informed opinion. Second, help respondents use this information to 
evaluate different policy options. The ICQ thus can be seen as a decision aid that guides respondents’ 
information processing. Instead of asking respondents just to evaluate policy options, as often happens in 
conventional questionnaires, the ICQ asks respondents to evaluate these options as solutions to a policy 
problem and choose those options they prefer. The choice between policy options is explicitly framed as a 
decision problem. The policy goal has to be met, which means that rejecting all options is not possible. To 
enable respondents to make a decision they are provided with information regarding the background of the 
decision problem and information regarding the consequences of the different policy options. Next, they 
are requested to give a quantitative evaluation of each option and of each consequence (a rating on a scale 
with nineteen response categories ranging from -9 “a very big disadvantage” via 0 “irrelevant” to +9 “a 
very big advantage”). Quantifying their evaluations of the options and consequences helps respondents to 
process the information and evaluate each policy option and enables them to choose which policy options 
they prefer. For an extensive description of the ICQ we refer to De Best-Waldhober et al [5]. The 
methodological value of the ICQ as well as its effects have been evaluated extensively [8], [9]. 
In this study, we used an updated and extended version of the Information-Choice Questionnaire 
developed by De Best-Waldhober et al [5]. For this ICQ, several experts defined the following relevant and 
realistic policy problem: “How can the Dutch demand for energy be fulfilled in 2030 in such a way that 
emissions of carbon dioxide will be reduced by 50%?” Respondents were given information about 7 policy 
options and their consequences to solve this policy problem; improvement of energy efficiency, 
improvement of energy efficiency plus decreased use of material and energy, electricity from wind turbines 
at sea, conversion of biomass to car fuel and electricity, large plants where coal or gas is converted into 
electricity with CCS, large plants where natural gas is converted into hydrogen with CCS, and electricity 
from nuclear plants. Each of these options on its own reduces CO2 emissions by 40 Mt, therefore the 
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respondents should select three of these options to (almost) achieve the goal of reducing 125 Mt CO2 to 
solve the policy problem. The information in this ICQ was compiled by and agreed upon by 22 experts 
from different organizational and professional backgrounds and has been checked by another, similarly 
differentiated group of experts, after which it has been translated into lay language by psychologists. This 
method ensures that the information given is factual, balanced, and comprehensible. For further details on 
the development of this ICQ we refer to De Best-Waldhober et al [5]. 
For the present study, the expert information in the 2007 ICQ was reviewed again by Utrecht University 
and Ecofys and updated according to the latest insights and calculations. Furthermore, the ICQ was 
extended to include questions about the respondent’s awareness of media events and media use. These 
questions were similar to the ones included in the knowledge and beliefs test. Finally, to gain better 
understanding of how people negotiate with the expert information given in the ICQ, face-to-face 
interviews were conducted after respondents completed the ICQ. The final ICQ and the face-to-face 
interviews were administered to a random sample of the Dutch public (134 respondents) in May and June 
2010. Respondents were visited by an interviewer who first administered the ICQ to the respondents by 
laptop and interviewed the respondents immediately after they had completed the ICQ. During the 
interview, respondents were invited to ask questions about, comment on, or make additions to the 
information in the ICQ. Of each statement respondents made, they were asked if and how this had affected 
their evaluation of particular policy options or consequences. 
3. Results  
Not all of the results can be addressed within this paper. We can only report some of the most 
significant results. Specifically, we will focus on describing those factors that relate most strongly to 
people’s attitude about CCS. We established the relation by calculating the correlation between CCS 
attitude and the other variable. The strength of a relation between two variables is expressed by the 
correlation coefficient r which ranges from -1.0 (strongest negative relation) to 1.0 (strongest positive 
relation). All correlations reported are significant at level p < .001. If measurements were not on a scale, 
but dichotomous, the effect on CCS attitude of a perception was measured with analysis of variance. With 
this analysis the difference between groups can be tested for statistical significance. In the results section 
‘M’ refers to the groups’ mean score on CCS attitude. 
3.1 CCS attitude and relations to other variables 
CCS Attitude Attitude towards CCS was measured by a set of 8 semantic differential scales capturing 
various antecedents of CCS, e.g. how good or bad, scary or not scary, etcetera respondents find CCS. 
These items were combined into a single attitude construct (Cronbach’s  = .93) Answers on the 7-point 
attitude scale were coded such that a higher score represented a more positive attitude. 
CCS Awareness When asked whether they had ever heard of CCS, 35.4% of the respondents indicated 
they had not, 26.9% had heard a little bit and 37.7% stated they had heard of CCS. Out of the 151 
respondents who have heard of CCS 95% has also heard about project plans in the Netherlands, answering 
‘yes’ (77%) or ‘a little bit’ (18%). Analysis of variance indicated there was a significant difference on the 
attitude towards CCS between people who have heard of CCS and people who have not (F(2,398) = 13.781, p 
< .001), and post-hoc test (Tukey) showed people who answered ‘yes’ were significantly more positive 
about CCS (M=4.33) than people saying they have heard a little bit (M=3.86) or nothing at all (M=3.66).  
CCS knowledge - Goals People could indicate which goals they perceived CCS aimed to achieve and 
they could select as many goals as they wanted. ‘Improvement of air quality’ was chosen by the most 
respondents as a possible goal of CCS, with 67.3% of respondents selecting this option. ‘Mitigation of 
climate change’ was selected by 63.3%, and 57.4% of respondents thought CCS aimed to protect the ozone 
layer. Respondents who believed mitigation of climate change, rise of average temperature and the 
greenhouse effect to be the goals were significantly more positive about CCS (M=4.06, M=4.09, M=4.10 
respectively) than people who did not select these options (M=3.80, M=3.83, M=3.79 and F(1,399) = 5.07, p 
= .025; F(1,399) = 5.28, p = 0.022; F(1,399) = 7.08, p = .008 respectively). These were also the correct options 
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that could be selected. Respondents who believed the goal was to use the CO2 as an energy source in the 
future, were more negative about CCS (selected M=3.74, not selected M=4.04, F(1,399) = 5.25, p = .022).  
CCS knowledge – Source Points When asked to indicate which source points would be suitable to 
capture CO2 from most respondents selected ‘power plants’ (59.6%), but they perceived intensive farming 
and filter’s on car exhaust pipes to be the second and third most plausible capture points, with 46.4% and 
43.1% of respondents selecting these options respectively. Significantly more positive about CCS were 
respondents who selected either power plants, oil refineries or steel factories as a probable capture point 
(M=4.06, M=4.14, M=4.21 respectively) than those who did not (M=3.82, M=3.75, M=3.80 and F(1,399) = 
4.4, p = .037; F(1,399) = 11.89, p = .001; F(1,399) = 12.61, p < .001; ); Significantly more negative about CCS 
were respondents who selected nuclear power plants as a capture point (M=3.62) than those who did not 
select this (M=4.07, F(1,399) = 10.84, p = .001). 
CCS knowledge - Storage What type of storage people perceived to be plausible related to their attitude 
towards CCS. The more plausible people perceived CO2 storage in underground rock formations to be, the 
more positive they were about CCS (r = .30). Similarly the perceived likelihood of CO2 being stored in 
empty salt mines was positively related to CCS attitude (r = .26). Believing the CO2 would be stored in 
tanks, barrels or containers above ground related negatively to CCS attitude (r = -.26). This storage method 
was perceived to be somewhat to very likely by 25.9% of respondents. 
Evaluative statements on CCS Respondents were given statements about possible consequences of CCS 
and were asked to indicate how likely they thought these consequences were. Because a vast amount of 
these statements correlated significantly with CCS attitude we only report correlations above .30 or below -
.30. 35.9% of the respondents were very to slightly convinced that the CO2 would escape to the surface, 
relating negatively to CCS attitude (r = -.42). 32.4% of respondents were very to slightly convinced the 
CCS could escape during pile-driving work, also relating negatively to CCS attitude (r = -.45). 25.2% were 
slightly to very convinced people would suffocate if the CO2 leaks, which related negatively to CCS 
attitude (r = -.32). 37.3% of respondents were very to slightly convinced a CCS storage site could be the 
target of terrorist attacks. Again, this belief was negatively correlated to CCS attitude (r = -.41). 
Respectively 17.6% and 14% of people were slightly to very convinced a CCS storage could explode either 
because the CO2 is under pressure or because the CO2 would catch fire, which had a negative relation with 
CCS attitude (r = -.48 and r = -.38 respectively). Respondents who believed CCS would slow the 
development of renewable technologies (36.1% was convinced this is so) were also more negative about 
CCS (r = -.34). The statement “developing CCS technology would give the Netherlands an economic 
advantage compared to other countries” related positively to CCS attitude r = .31 (38.1% convinced this is 
so). For another set of statements, respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed or 
disagreed with the particular statement. Results show that the more respondents agreed that a CCS storage 
site in the neighborhood will not cause any inconvenience, the more positive their attitude towards CCS 
(28.9% agreed fully or almost fully, r = .61). A similar positive relation was found for agreement with the 
statement that storing CO2 in the Netherlands makes sense given the presence of suitable empty gas fields 
(48.7% agrees this is so, r = .55 with CCS attitude). However, agreement with the statement that CO2
storage carries too many risks for public health had a strong negative relation with CCS attitude (38.4% 
agreed with this statement, r = -.68). 
CO2 knowledge Results of the items about CO2 knowledge show people hold various incorrect beliefs 
about CO2 or are uncertain about its properties. For example, 25.2% thought or were convinced that people 
do not exhale CO2 and 22.4% were unsure about this. Similarly 20.7% thought CO2 causes cancer and 
38.4% was unsure whether this was so or not. To test the effect of knowledge about CO2 on attitude 
towards CCS, we calculated respondent’s total scores of right answers to the 31 CO2 items; the higher the 
score, the more items were answered correctly (M=3.63 on a scale of 5). We found that overall knowledge 
of CO2 was positively related to attitude towards CCS (r = .32).  
Electricity production The item testing people’s knowledge of the current methods used in the 
Netherlands for electricity production (the ‘energy mix’) was answered by 337 respondents and revealed 
that respondents underestimate the share of coal and overestimate the share of renewables. On average 
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people believe coal makes up 14.9% of the energy mix; that wind energy accounts for 11.9%; and that 
solar accounts for 7.7%. In reality, these numbers are 25% for coal, 4% for wind, and 0.04% for solar [10].  
3.2 Beliefs after expert information in the ICQ 
The open nature of the interview after the ICQ calls for a qualitative exploration of the resulting data. 
Respondents listed their thoughts, beliefs and unanswered questions after having read the expert 
information about CCS technology and the policy problem it aimed to solve. We identified three types of 
statements: statements referring to information within the ICQ, statements containing information or 
thoughts that were not addressed in the ICQ, and statements about respondents missing particular 
information in the ICQ. 
A vast amount of respondents mainly asserted their concern about one or two of the consequences of 
CCS as described in the ICQ, without providing any thoughts or information that did not come from the 
ICQ. They just wanted to state their concern with that particular issue. Half of the respondents was either 
still worried about the safety of the storage or believed there were too many uncertainties and a general 
lack of knowledge and experience about future consequences of storing CO2 underground. Several people 
also mentioned pipelines, mainly questioning their safety and expressing the feeling that building the 
infrastructure would be a hassle. Some people stated they disliked the role of fossil fuels in CCS and the 
fact that it was a temporary solution, either because of storage capacity or because fossil fuels are finite. 
Respondents also expressed a general feeling that CCS was ‘dirty’ or ‘polluting’. Other statements directly 
compared CCS to other mitigation options, often implying a general feeling that CCS is more complicated 
to realize than the other options or that it has more disadvantages or less advantages. 
Information respondents provided that was not addressed in the ICQ mainly pertained to awareness of 
current affairs. Some respondents reported having heard about plans to store CCS in the Netherlands in the 
media, and a few stated they had previously received information that was more negative about CCS than 
the information in the ICQ. Some specifically expressed a dislike of the thought that CO2 would be stored 
anywhere near a populated area, an issue which was not discussed in the expert information.  
Finally, there was a considerable group of respondents whose statements or questions indicated the 
feeling that they still missed some information. A few of these statements were again about the safety of 
CCS: people still wanted more information about this issue. Other statements were about safety in general, 
about specific risks such as explosion, and a need for more information on leakage or possible earth 
movements. Some also wanted more information about economic implications of CCS deployment, while 
others wondered whether the consequences mentioned in the ICQ were all the possible consequences of 
CCS. Still others wondered about the current state of affairs with CCS in the Netherlands. 
3.3 Media use and awareness of media events about CCS 
Media use was analyzed using the sample of 401 respondents of the knowledge and beliefs test.  
Awareness of media events In response to the question if they had heard about plans for CCS in 
Barendrecht, 39.4% of the respondents indicated to have heard about the plans and another 18.0% had 
heard a little bit about this, which adds up to over 58% of the respondents. Furthermore, in the weeks 
before the questionnaire was administered, two television items on CCS appeared in the Dutch news shows 
Zembla and Netwerk. Zembla was reported to have been watched by 5 people (1.2%), another 12 (3.0%) 
claimed to have seen a part of it, and the remaining respondents have not seen it or could not remember 
having seen it. Netwerk was reported to have been watched by 4 people (1.0%), another 19 (4.7%) claimed 
to have seen a part of it, and the remaining respondents have not seen it or could not remember having seen 
it. The numbers of viewers are too small to explore the relation between exposure to this television news 
and attitude about CCS. 
Relating media use to awareness of CCS Attitude towards CCS was found to relate positively to time 
spent reading newspapers generally (r = .17) and specifically for news and current affairs (r = -.18).
Attitude towards Barendrecht did not show any significant relations to media use.  
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4. Discussion 
The aim of this study was to gain insight into laypeople beliefs and to explore how these laypeople 
beliefs interact with expert information.  
To answer the first research question, we elicited as broad a range as possible of uninformed lay people 
beliefs and we tested their prevalence in the population to determine which beliefs and perceptions are 
commonly held by a substantial part of the public. Results show that a substantial amount of people are 
insecure about not only the CCS technology and its possible consequences, but also about issues related to 
CCS, such as CO2 or the energy mix. The low familiarity with these topics means people’s opinions are 
likely to shift easily when encountering new information as shown by aforementioned research into pseudo 
opinions and their stability [6]. Unstable as these opinions may be, many of the laypeople’s beliefs are 
related to their attitude towards CCS. Most strongly related to attitude towards CCS seemed to be beliefs 
and concerns about the perceived consequences of CCS, such as the safety of storage, but also effects on 
the economy or on the development of other technologies (renewable energy). Beliefs about characteristics 
and effects of CO2 also relate to attitude towards CCS. This justifies that attention be paid in 
communication to relating CCS to other topics that may foster understanding of the technology and its 
purpose, such as CO2 and its relation to global warming, or our current electricity production. It should not 
be assumed that knowledge about these topics is already present. 
 Awareness of CCS also had a positive relation to CCS attitude. However, the authors would like 
to stress that a correlation does not imply a causal relationship. Given the results of earlier studies [11] 
which show both positive, negative and lacking relations between information and attitude towards CCS, it 
is likely that many other factors are involved in this relationship. . Awareness of CCS in general proved to 
be tightly connected to awareness of CCS project plans in the Netherlands, which might imply that most 
information people receive about CCS is information about planned projects in the Netherlands, not about 
CCS itself. This could indicate that many people do not hear about CCS until they hear about the 
controversies surrounding several demonstration projects.  
The above gives insight in the kind of information people need if they are to understand CCS. 
Understanding these needs helps to make communication efforts better fit people’s current knowledge 
levels. It should be noted, however, that only some insecurities will be easy to resolve in communication 
because they clearly rely on a misunderstanding, whereas other insecurities are not necessarily right or 
wrong. These are less straightforward to address in a top-down, right-wrong manner, and we would advise 
against this. Knowledge about CCS that is still being negotiated among experts should be negotiated with 
the public as well. 
To answer the second research question, we explored the interaction between expert information in the 
ICQ and laypeople’s beliefs in shaping people’s eventual opinion about CCS and its consequences. 
Looking at remaining beliefs after exposure to ICQ expert information, it stands out that remaining 
questions and statements are mostly about safety of storage. These are also the factors strongest related to 
uninformed attitudes towards CCS. It seems that for a substantial number of respondents, the information 
in the ICQ about safety is either not detailed or not reassuring enough. The question is, then, whether 
people need even more details about safety issues, or whether part of the respondents simply does not like 
the idea of any uncertainty still remaining. At this moment, we cannot provide a solid answer to this 
question. However, as the answer has important implications for the discussion of uncertainty and risk 
related to CCS, we will take up this issue in future research.  
A difference between uninformed and informed beliefs pertains to the issue of coal. In the post-ICQ 
interviews, people often mentioned the necessity to apply CCS to coal fired power plants as a downside of 
coal. This matches previous research into evaluations of CCS, which has shown people judge CCS options 
differently depending on the emissions source the CO2 is captured from [5]. People are more negative 
about CO2 being captured from coal fired power plants than from hydrogen plants. In contrast, in the 
present study of uninformed beliefs, perceptions of the share of coal fired power in the Dutch energy mix 
seemed unrelated to people’s attitudes on CCS. This could mean that without being informed, people do 
not think of relating coal to CCS (e.g. via electricity production). However, to interpret this inconsistency 
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more in-depth analyses will be needed to disentangle the relations between overall CCS attitudes and 
particular beliefs about concepts related to CCS. We did find a fairly weak relation between the estimates 
of renewable energy and attitude towards CCS, with people being less positive about CCS if they perceived 
the amount of electricity generated by renewable energy to be higher. This could indicate that the stronger 
one believes that alternatives to CCS are available, the less attractive CCS becomes.  
Finally, in answer to the third research question, by relating media use to other variables in the 
knowledge and beliefs test, we found small but consistent relations between these variables and the time 
spent on reading newspapers. Spending more time reading newspapers positively relates to attitude towards 
CCS. Attention to recent television items of CCS seems to be modest. To enable recommendations for 
audience segmentation, our future research efforts will include investigating relations between media use 
and beliefs about CO2, CCS, the climate, and electricity production, attempting to identify subsets of 
people who share specific beliefs as well as a specific media consumption pattern. 
The results of this study give an indication of the beliefs held by laypeople about CCS and related topics 
as well as the relations between particular beliefs and overall attitude towards CCS. Results have raised 
some new questions that cannot be answered immediately. However, the data obtained in this study allows 
for further analysis on how exactly the attitude towards CCS is shaped by beliefs about CCS, CO2, climate 
change, electricity production, and media consumption. Conclusions that can already be drawn are that (1) 
the presence of particular knowledge about CCS and topics related to CCS, such as CO2, cannot be 
assumed in an audience of laypeople; and (2) that the type of beliefs held by people as well as how these 
beliefs affect their overall opinion of a technology are difficult to foresee by experts. These conclusions are 
crucial to keep in mind when drafting a CCS communication strategy. 
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